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This is a reply brief in support of an appeal taken from the Final Rejection of claims 
1, 3-7, 9-10 and 13-18, mailed May 14, 2003. A notice of appeal and the appeal brief were 
filed June 23, 2003. The examiner's answer was mailed October 28, 2003. 

At page 4 of the examiner's answer it is stated "[rjegarding the limitation of claim 18 
for the golf tool to be sized for attachment to a shoe, as stated above because the tool is 
capable of being attached to a shoe it is obviously shaped for attachment to a shoe." The golf 
ball marker of claim 1 8 requires the clip to be both sized and shaped for attachment to a shoe. 
Appellant's specification at, for example, paragraph 10 discussed "a clip 12 that is sized for 
attachment to a shoe 11, and at, for example, paragraph 1 1 there is reference to a particular 
shape to "reduce the likelihood of discomfort to the golfer. . . ." Thus, both size and shape 
are limitaitons and the allegation that Giglio's accessory is capable does not teach or suggest 
these claimed limitations. 
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The examiner's answer at page 7 asserts, in part, that "it should be noted that the 
means plus function language of claim 17 relates to the means for fixing a ball marker to the 
outer portion and nothing else." This statement is incorrect since claim 17 last line recites 
"means for releasably fixing a ball marker to the outer portion." The term "releasably" 
describes structure and function described in the specification and shown in the drawing at, 
for example, page 3, paragraph 1 1 and Figs 2 and 3. The prior art Giglio reference does not 
teach or suggest a ball marker holder as recited in claim 17 including the means for releasably 
fixing a ball marker to the outer portion. 

Conclusion of Argument 

For all of the reasons in appellant's brief and the above additional reasons, the 
rejection of claims 1, 3-7, 9-10 and 13-18 is improper and should be reversed. 
Appellant, respectfully, requests reversal of the rejections. 

RespectfiiUy submitted, 
BARNES & THORNBURG 

Richard B. Lazarus 
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